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foreign law has already acquired a right the nature and extent
of which have been finally determined. His object is that his
right as established shall be converted by the English court into
a right to receive a definite sum of money. He is ^entitled to
be paid in full for the injury suffered and he takes advantage
of the English process and machinery in order to exact this
payment.
i It would seem, therefore, that all questions that arise in the
governs course of this quantification of the amount payable should be
governed by English law as being the lexfori. If, for instance,
the defendant pleads a tender of the amount due, he must prove
that the tender is in accordance with English law, for if the
task of the court is to fix the amount payable it must also be
competent to decide whether in its view payment has in effect
been already made.1
Conversion Again, the view taken in England, though not shared by
°f forjnto several f°reign countries,2 is that an English court cannot order
English payment except in English currency. 'Whatever sum is ordered
currency to foc paid, whether for principal, interest or damages, must
be expressed in English money, or such order cannot be en-
forced by the ordinary writs of execution.'3 If an action is
brought in England to recover a debt payable in foreign
currency or to recover damages for the breach of a foreign
contract, or for a foreign tort where the damages are fixed,4
the amount of the English judgment must be based on the
quantity of English sterling that would be required to purchase
in England at the ruling rate of exchange the amount of the
foreign currency due,5 There was formerly a controversy
whether the rate of exchange prevailing at the date of the wrong
or at the date of judgment must be followed in making this
conversion from foreign to English currency,6 The date chosen
may be of great importance to the parties in view of the violent
fluctuations of the rate of exchange that not infrequently occur
in the modern world. It is now settled that the relevant date is
the date of the wrong,7 The extent of the loss for which the
1	The Baarn, [1933] P. 251.
2	Mann, The Legal Aspect of Monty, pp. 307 et seqq.
3	Mannersv. Pearson Of Son, [1898] i Ch. 581, 587,^ Lindley M.R.
4	Cetia (s.s.) v. s.s. Fohurno, [1921] 2 A,C, 544.
 *	Manners v. Pearson W Son, supra, at p. 593, per Vaughan Williams LJ.
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